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™ ‘READING IN CONTENT AREAS:
‘A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF ATTITUDES;, PERCEPTIONS, AND PRACTIC}
_ OF PRESERVICE AND INSERVIGE SECONDARY TEACHERS, /

\

-
b

Development of reading skills does lot end when a child leaves elemen-
<

~tary school. DeTands of secondary education, rather, require that the™-

students begin to genera11ze those sk111s to a d{de variety of content

areas. Teach1ng mead1ng in secondary schoo&s continues to be important,

S

<
a]though‘the emphasis shifts from global skills of word retognition and

comprehens1en to the spec1a11zed sk111s 1ncorporated 1nto the study of each

. * "

content area. \ )
$ . ’ ) EY

_ However we know that secondatry teachers often have little or no tra1n-

s -

_ing in teaching read1ng (Braam & walkér, 1973 W11son ‘1978) Tradition-

a]]y, and understandab]y, they have seen the1r task as that teach1ng con-,

“tent’ aziﬁ;7nceptSpspec1f1c to their d1sc1p11ne TZ/T* attitudes towahd

incorporating reading skills in their classes have been'assessed and found

h]

i % 2 - -
to vary across disciplines (Vaughan, “1977; ﬂusava,_ 1978), and between

teachers with and without training (0'Rourke, 1980).- Perceptions of their

, *

own skills in teaching'reading have &1so beenvexamfn§a7(wi1son 1%8), as

£

\*have the effects of training on att1tudes and pract1ces.(Askov, Dupuis, &

-

Lee,\1978 ‘Lapp, Lahnson & Duefer 1978) N ..

‘ -~

Unéxplored‘ but critical, issues remain: '(a) What are the corre]atlve

re]at1bnsh1ps among att1tudes, know]edge of reading skills, and vteachers®

. ————

perceJtlons of others' expectatlons that they will“¥ncorporate readlng

-

{

sk1115 into content c]asses? (b)“Wi1l the expecta¥ions of othérs make them

\d

. change th 1n rands“. seek training, or use new shi]]s? (c) How should

€ ‘ '
o

-
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training be of fered? (c) When shou]d training be attempted7 With these

questions as. focus and inspiration, the present -study was developed to

begin to find preliminary answers with local imp]ications for preservice

4

and- +nservice-teacher trainings—— - -

» ’

~Procedure

.
5 , : .
*

-

The investigators deve]oped a questionnaire to examine three aspects of

P ‘ ‘

ding in the secondary sch ols. The first aspect, teachers' attitudes
¥ P ) !

toward teaching® reading, was measured 'by the_ Vaughan Attitude scale
. / ‘

(Vaughan, 1977). The investigators used an instrument to measure the other’
‘ L4

two‘aspects: perceptions of who, if anyone, expects teachers~to teach .

A

reading 5kills “and how much they fEnow and use techniques for teaching
L.

. ’ . 4 4
4 . ‘ . DY
reading in their c1as$rooms ) /

\

P

The questionnaires were distributed to all secondary- 1iﬁe1 teachers in

a suburban- schoo] district at three high schools (Schoo]s 1, 2, and. 3) and

o teacher fnserVice in reading at the time the instrument was»administered

;’/,ther schools” had littYe or no inservice in reading. 0f the surveys sent

- -

—-'-~Z%o-~inservice teachers, 253, or 54 per cent were returned.

-

The questionnaire was also distributed to 51 preservice teachers at the

University of washington Twenty of these students were taking a course ih

\ . .
five junior high schools (Schoo]s 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8). K Teachers in‘ the

schoo 1 identified as School 1 were engaged in a year-]ong program of .
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reading in
rema1n1ng'3l were aware that they would take this required course within

s' \.
- ’ ! \
4 Readlng -in the Content Areas \
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the

| .(
school at. the time of administration;

the secorfdary

»

the next two”qUarters.
, : -~ .
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A numerlcal ‘score was derived for each aspectqof the instrumént, each
The results, ana]yzed through factor

A

4

of wh1ch m@g con51dered separate]y
"Because of its 1nten$1ve pro~
4

analysis and ana]ysls of variance, fo]]ow.
’ hY
> gram-of 1nserv1ce, Schoo] 1 was used as the p01nt oF'comparlson for each of

H
the seven secondary schoo]s and for the Un1ver‘1ty of” washnngton preservice
- Scheffe's test of signifi-

t achers %or gach portlon of ‘the d15cus§1on
r .
cance was alsoyused to analyze each factor. This té;} examines any and art,

comparisons between.the schools rather than;examlnlng the re]atlonshlp of
Scheffe's test was espec1a11y usefu] for the

\
each'school on]y to School l
items dn which School 1° teachers 'did not score the highedt m&an. Results
are reporte\\for this analysis only when significance was shown,
;] .KQ_ ce | . -
. Comparison by Schools _ _j )
~ ’ .

-

Attitude Scale ,

Two factors were identified thrdUgh factor ana]y%1s from the first fif-

1tem§;on the 1n@¢rument wh1ch weré taken from the Vaughn Attitude

-teen
THe first .factor congisted of all 1tems, a hlgh score on this fac-

Sqa]e.
tor:indicates a more favorab]e dlsp051t10n to the notion of read1ng sk11Ts
%%th low scores. On this

-

,being taught in” content c]asses than those

-~
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measure, all groups .except "Schoo] Q!, School 6, and thg preserv'.i:ce teachers

differed 'sjgnificantly’(p. 5) from the Schoo]ol'teacher‘s. This indicates

that “the rattit®es of*the teachers .in these three groups, were as’f avorable

— p .

\

-

. towg'rd redading -in the co'ntent a'reas as those of the group.th‘at received the
¥ , most training, although the School 1 teachers still produced the highest
" group medn (40.9159; see Table.1). ‘
. Table' 1
- Attitudes: Total Scale
. ! .
—a ’ . -
School . Mean
" »School 1 40.9159
.Schoot 2 » 379536
v School '3 .- v 37.6132
, % School 4 39.7287
- ¢ SChool 5 = _ 35.5027 -
o School 6 - 38.4492
et School 7 37.3706
. - .+, SchooT & 35:5158
— : _Preservice - 39.4633 .
- ) . )
- * Significant; p € .05
y ===========‘===========-====================’?='===== --------------------------

.

*The second factor fc_on,siiste“d"bf_ iteinsz that are t‘)’asica\ﬂy "nedative" to

readl‘ng‘ erstr‘uct'ie‘n, with the heav'iést

> “tent teach_er:s. should be primari]yskresbonsible for Eontént, while re'ading'

>

»—--—and language arts'teaih?rs sh'ou]d bé& concerned about '”eadjfﬁjﬂﬁffucﬁion-

‘f.aetor 1oac'i]',ngs .on *items #3, 5, 7y

and 9% A low score on thesel items indicates that 't'ea.chers‘feelkthat con-

in,s.tru?':tion”. 'Agaoin',*"SchooT 1.teachers had

€

>

‘A high sbo?:e"indi\ca‘fe{ an attitude-of shired r_e'sﬁ'onsibi]ity for reading

the highest group mean (4.9885).

-
L
‘.‘éi
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H
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At this fime, only bne'sqhool, School 5, differed- significantly fromethis:

-mean’.  This indicates that the teachers at the latter school may perceive

L . h]

reading instruction as outside their area of ‘responstbility; more separa-
. - \ .

tion between the roles of the content and reéding teachers on the 6art of

* this latter group can be interpreted from these résults (see Table 2).

B Rt T E T LT E E E b F b r b v b N b T b Dy S P

: Table 2 7 . -
%ttitudes: Factor 1 ¢
. " sSchool jgf' ; 1 Mean « . ;'- P
. Schoel 1 "o . 4.9885 o ¥
. School 2 . 4.6485 .275
* School 3 . 4.6354 . 323 .
School 4 ' 4.7909 . w599, Y . " &
. "Scpool 5 * 4.2281 .037 s
‘ « . -5chool 6 4.7117 s .45 - s
. School 7 4.7229 .- 446
. School 8 - 4.5061 -.148°
b\ s Preservice © 4.7510 .451 .
. - "
* Significant; p¢ .05 - ‘ ; ,
\ ===============:‘_'======;:::::::::::::::ﬁ:==="_'="_'=~"—'=====.=='_;======‘:===\=======3=
. LI ) : <y D \ . ~y
*. ~Jaken togetger, these two factoXs 1?d1cate.ﬁhat Schoad 1 teachers
. display the most favorable attitudes \toward teaching reading and _the
greatest receptivity toward shared responstility. They are not completely
» - alone in these attitudes, but for them, these t s are more consistent ,
) : :
’ . and pronounced. ° Lt C e
PR Lo a
.o . - ‘ i‘ v
‘ - . | . .
"1 - ’ ", ‘
» L v . . ® . ¢
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I ) C 6
Expectations of Others v
/ : & . ’
" The second section of the instrument was designed to find out if iqach-
"~ ers perceive others to expect-them to teach reading; and, if they have
these perceptions, to whom they attribute the expectations. In thegfjrst
® e ' -
L analysis, total scores, were examined. All groups scored,relatively low on.
<" this “Section, - wi;h. School. 1 tedchers again -scoring’ the \Fighést (X =
. -’ . H \ . . .
17.4793; highest possible scofe = 49). “AT1-other groups scored Signi-
ficantly lower than ‘this mean -except for Schodl 3-and the preservice
: <  * ) s i ’ \\ “ , . -
< . teachers (see Table-3). On this item, Scheffe's test indicated significant -
l ' o imSmmSSSmmsesmeccocc—ceceomccc I S t_________z-_L_l-_-_ )
“ - © .. . Tabte 3 N
\ Perception;-eGenera]:~IH1 [tems - - N
. l. . . ‘n' * . 'S -
T« School . ' _Mean . . P~
. ! . \s. N B ) a ¢
A © " School 1 ©17.4793 . N ) .
‘ : School 2 = 15,1729 . : 014 . '
School 3 . 15.8825 ° s135, 7
School 4 . 15.0039 ' .028
¥ . Schoel 5 14.2735 , .- ..003,
School 6 - 15.1929 .040,
~ School 7 T 14,4587 .004,
Schoo19g. 12.944] - 000 .
) Preservice 15.7484 *- . 068
. "~ R " A - M ‘_ ’ » . . .
~. ‘. . - - . . ‘t ..:. " . - L
* Significant; p € .05 ) - Lo, . .
. ::"—'::"_'======================="T'======-_7_============:=====:_'=====i========?==== '
& A . . v . . < . . . . ..
difference$ between School 1 and School 8. Some of the preservice tehchers
, " were receivipg_trainind in teaching read%ngﬂduring the time the question-.
-4 . - j . e . .
. naire’was administered; a reasonable conclusion that is-also’ upported . L
B ﬂ ) “ .'
Z ) é . ’ Do
2 . /’, v
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7 <

’
-

1ntu1t1ve1y is that any kind of tra1nlng Teads one to th1nk that soﬁeone
. . - .
" expects the behayior to occur. R

. .
. .
-
5 \
. . . .

‘Through factor analysis, the perception itéms loaded onto two factors.

E

These were identified as the expectations of authority figuresrewith the
heaviest loadings on school administrators; Tlocal university”“e@Ucation o
professors, 1oca1 unirersity conteﬁtJarea professors (items vl8 9, and
-20), and proximate f1gures, with the heaviest 1oad1ngs on local university
¢ -education professors, Jocal conte;t area professors and teachers of the
- Same sorts of cﬂasses (items #19, 20, and 21).. Results'differed among
™~ groags on these two factors: On the aathority‘ factor, the preservice
teachers scored the highest:mean (3.7163);‘Scheffe"s testifound sign%ficant
'differences between this group and _the teachers at School 8. Sch601.1
teachers scored tie ﬁecond’fﬁghest mean (3;4770);*ana1ysis of;variance
f ¥0und'School 2," $chool 6 and School 8 scoring Significantly lower than
-‘ﬂrﬁ hmah (see Tabre 4) Sihce Scheol i'was'the point oficomparison for
all other groups, comparisons were not made between the preserv1ce teachers

" and the others, even though they scored the highest on this factor.

. N
.

\Thq resuqts for the proximate-figure factor are quite different. The -

School 1" teachers again scored the highest mean (4.7174), 1nd1cat1ng that

AN they feel the/g)eatest degree, of expectat1on from proximate f1gures to

PSTEEEEE, P P

«  teach reading skills. Th1§ res‘ht is not surprising since training too&

“place in this buﬁﬂdihé. On this factor, every group except the School 6

a

i




a

<

Scﬁool' T ' Mean b P

. !
School 1 ) 3.4770 - *
School 2 ' - 2.8852 . .044
School 3 ' 3.0543
“Schoot 4 - - 3.1096- . .297
‘Schoel 5 ' 3.0569 219,
School 6. 2.7683 ' .043
_School 7 : : - 3.1033 . 257,
"'School 8 . .+ 2.6029.
. Preseryice

_
/

* Significant; p < .05

'teachers ééoréﬂ’é}gndf ‘gntly lTower than the School 1 teachérs (see' Table-
5). ° Scheffe's test showed -significant differences between School 1 and .

. -

School 8, the group with the Towest mean.

‘ 8
The preservice teachers 'stand out from the q%her groups on this portign

"of the instrument. Results_from them must be considered from a different

;:fpegspective. .For this group, the proximate figures are not school admini-

* £l

who_ were iﬁp]uded in whati

-t étralqrs, but *the local university professors,
was’jdenfified as - the agfhor{ty group for inservice teachers. At'the same

o A

. . £ . iy
+ time, the proximate figures for inservice teachers are not,-signifieant fac-

. tors to %irst-qharter teacher trainees for’  they have had little contact |

——— e ——

with public-school personnel at this stage: of their training.

1
¢
L]




R Table 5 . , ©
Perceptioﬁs-fFactor 2: Proximity (ITEMS_19, 20, 21)

Schoo] : . * " Mean

School - 4.7174
School . ) 4.1618
School 3 ' g 4.1503 .
‘School ' 3.9548 . -
SchooT . . 3.7065
School, 6 ‘ ~ 34,1875 .
School°7 . _ 3.80577 "
School 8 - : ) )
- Preservice

~

Know]edgé of *Reading Skills Instruction

VR

The final section of the instrument was 3nfended to measu}e~howiknew1-

edge of reqdihg inst;ﬁctjom‘was implementgd in .classroom practice. Three'~
.factors: were idgntifjed through fdctor 'anafyéig.‘ f;fbr ;fhe,\pﬁesgrvice_
tgdchérs, a buiTt-in biés operated: Because they were npt yet teaching, -
they could not poésib]y score as high as_thé inservt&e teachers:‘ In fact,

the highest’pgssible total score for the bresgrvice‘group was nine'poiﬁts

lower than that for the'insersjbe groups, gﬂd three .points .lower for each

of the three. identified factors. In épi%e.of ¢Hisa three inservice groups’

scored beiow the méan of -the présgrvice group on the first factor, with

heaviest -loading on ' the teaching of skimming “and understanding words

through context, scanning, survey%ng, and SQ3R (items #1, 2, 3, and 6):

-~
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10 .

N Schools 84 5, and 7. On this measure, Schood 6 seo?ed the~}{ghest mean
(2.4867), while Schook 1 scored second highest on this facton (see Table .
U « X ) . c -,

6). The only grodp to sEbre sign{ficantly Tower than the'Schoolul éroup
* ) . ¢ - . . D
‘was *School 8. o : . '
[ Ad - - X -
==7==============‘==§=£============<==;=§$=====_=,,=======:-‘=’==-\===============-==
. Table 6 » v \, @
- ' - Knowledge Factor 1 (Items 1, 2, 3) T
. i . ' ' ’ ) »
School __Mean . P
7 IR X . .. _
School 1 . \ ‘ ' 2.4741 . ;
School 2 : - 2.3389 45Y
e, School 3 2.2975 ~391-
R School &4 . 2.3987 727
' School 5- 2.2154 217
School 6 ’ *2.4867 .953
< School 7. - 2.2639 . .295 : ,
School 8 " 2.0832 . .042 .
. ' - Preservice . 2.2916 .315
~ . - . T . . , .
. ) . - ‘\f ) . ~ -
* Significant; p € .05 . ' ' L
_==c===‘=============§=====\’:.='================:‘=j=====‘=‘=========.T.========:==’=\ .
The ﬁecond factor on this portion of the instrumeﬁt was deﬁi%ed from
<;' — ' * . & . X
procedures less easily identifiable as reading instruction: ', teaching parts - °
A a \v . . ~ ¢ - : '
.of a book and the two vocabulary, items (items #4; 5, and 6).. The School 1.

\ i . . - ‘ . M .‘
graup scored the highest mean (3.8374), as. was expected. On this factor,
four groups scored stgnificantly Tower than the-School 1 teachers: Schoo]}

-3, 4, 8, and the presérvice teachers, who again could not score as high as *
e .—the. inservice groups’ [see Table 7). This indicates .thét, while the .~ .
N School 1 teachers are the most likely to.téacﬁ'ihe%items in this factér, -~ - E
: other Seachers from some other schools with less trdining are doing so also. ,
’—\ . i . " ' / . : ) ) » . j .‘

o

.
.

.
@ >
» =
»
- -
v
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: - Reading in the Content Areas
. . . 11 :
. L - » Table7 . .
. .o Khow}edge.Factor 2 (Items 4, 5, 6)
¢ . . 'Y . )
. " School L « Mean p -
School.1 3.8374 .
School 2 3.5533 . .072, .
' School 3 3.2671 .002,,
S¢hool 4 . © 3.3991 { 022,
School 5 - 3.5062 .o .073
School 6 3.6017 211 ,
School 7 3.5229 076,
School 8 3.5087 .052,
Preservice 3.3071 ., .00l

* Significant; p < .05
' _ " The thind factor idedtified in this category consisted of knowledge of

coanp% development mode]é (items #7, 8, and 9). 'The.presefvjce teachers,

. again*at a disadvantage in scériﬁg, did, however, produce the highest mean.

.This indicates that such knowledge may be.a greater. concern-in their uniz:
. C e

versity classes. No group differedssignificanty from the School 1 teachers

(see Tabte 8), but preservice teachers differed sign?ficant]y* from a1

other groups.

H

9 . ’
¢

Comparison by Content Areas

~
.

~—t—-—— ~In a final analysis, comparisons were made’between teachers in differ-

ent cortent areas grouped across schodls. ;The point of comparison in'this

-

-
v

analysis was reading teachers (group 4), asgmeasured against teachers in

s

b

e
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;==========?=======F====:================================Z?'\="E================
, ~ Table 9 - -
» .  Attitudes: Total Scale *
Group , C Mean , | p
, ‘ \
4 Reading _ . ’ 45,8344 R -
1 Language Arts/Somd] Studies ~38.6685 .000, . o
2 Math/Science * / .36.9951 ,000, ©
3 A1l Others . // 36.7870 .000
* Significant;.p € .05 .
' .
the total scores, reading teachers were significantly more inclined to see
. ' »
reading instruction as a shared responsibility than the ogher three grBups
(see Table 10) who followed in descending order of meép size: 1anguage
: .. Table 10 " " o
Attitudes Factor 1 B
* ! ]

Group _ Mean ) P

<4 Reading ) 5.9667 -

1 Language Arts/Social Studies 4.7263 052, _

2 Math/Science . P 4.7193 # ".054, ' o .
3_ A1l Others. 4.3626 017

'S

| ' - % Significant; p € .05

.
Y
================================== ===t======:===‘==========================
’ -
-

arts/social studies, math/sc1ence, a]] other content areas. Scheffe's test

showed significant differences beﬁween the reading teachers and the group

r——— - —— o —— [}

consisting of .a]] other COntent areas (group 3). This is interesting

because the wery groups be1ng as{gd to convey content through reading are

the ones dlspfaylng the least’ favorable ‘attitudes toward doing' 1t The




)

. . Table§ .
‘Knawledge Pactor 3 (Items 7, 8, 9)

~
.

School ’ .  Mean

School 1 e . 2.3689 -
School 2 . L .0440
School 3 .1614
School .4 . .0086
School 5 L0977
Schod1 6 1121
School 7 .3563
School 8
Presgrvice.

.
TN NN
S e .

s

languagéiﬁrts/sociay s%d@jes (group 1), nﬁth/science (group %)g and all
other subjects such as foreigﬁ languages, Suéiness, physical education, and

) .
vocati%na] education (group' 3).. Scheffe's tést was used again for this

~portion of the gna]yéis-so that re]atiénships between each pair’'of greups’

o

. x -
could be examined as well. o

" Attitude Scale . : ) - ' ' s

»

~ . .
s ‘ e

On the‘f¥rst factor~jpositive ttitude %tems toward teaching readiﬁg in

w’ R )
content area settingg),_a]ﬁ groupg scored significantly lower than reading

B . .
teachenswigee Table ?)T\\,They foTlowed, "in. descending order of“mean size:

LIS

1ang@é§e aﬁ?sAsocial studjes, other contént areas, math/science. Scheffe's

o ———— e b e e

test a]so.iﬁdjcéfed significant differences between the reading teachers

lk ©
and each Q{Eef droup.. On negative attitude dtems, the factor derived from

F
L




‘ ¢ Reading in the Centent Areas

. 14 ~
AN “»reééing teachers indicated that they see reading more as a shared re§%&Qil;%\;‘
o biTit&, but fhogf with whom they wish to share }t are 1es§\inclined to do
T, so. ) . . ‘
C—, R ,
- ¢ . . : .

Expectations of, Others -

On the total scores concerning“‘perceptions of the expectations of

L4

others about the teachinb of reading skills, the(é were no significant dif-

ferences between’the reading teachers and the other grbuEET(see IaB]e il).

e e e L Rt F F F F E E F F R o e ey T

u Table 11
. T, ‘ Percepkions--General: A1l Items ..
‘:-J' ’ » . ]
. _Group " Mean P -
4 Reading | 15.4644 -- ~ _
1, Language Arts/Soeial Studies -15.0882 \ .795 ° "
- "2 Math/Science 14,9093 - 710 .
i 3 A1l Others . . 15.0770 .788
===================s.=====;===================’=========:‘=====================
~ .

This result was’ not expected. It reflects either a more pessimistic per-
‘o ception ef the status of reading instruction from theireéding teachers or a

more fayorab]e view from the content teachers. The relatively low scor®es .-
from al} groups, however, point more strongly toward the former conclusion.

’ = : ' , 7

Ya A cgmbination is, of course, also possible, but from the- data, it,is

. ' AN
————-unelear why*this result occurred. The order of mean score, in descending

4

order, was reading teachers, language arts[;otia] studies, "other," and

math/science.’ ;.

*
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' Reading in the Content Areas
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‘. .

. . e ' .
The meand  for the two other f%ctors, authority and proximity, reveal
. ES . .

similar results. No sigﬂificantidifferenées were fOUﬂd between the reading

teachers and other groups oneither factor (see Table 12). For Factor 1,

\

~ _' ====================m===='======a===.,==:=======================l======’========
) -~ ".Table 12
) Perceptions - Factor 1: Authority - Factor 2: Proximity
L ) ‘ . ‘ Factor 1 ) Factor 2
. Group, . Mean ©p Mean P " -
s 4 Reading C o, " 3.1067 - 3.9667° -
. 1* Language Arts/Social Studies 3.3301 .613 329072 .871
2 - Math/Scienck 3.0361" 877 - 3.8891 .837
-3 ATT Others 3.0143 833, 4,1171 679
=:==:::=====::===::== ------- :-—-:------—--—---—-—;—-; ----- :: --------------- i’

N

authorify, language arts/social sthies teachers proguced‘the_highest.mean

score (3.3301), indicating, a]tﬁﬁﬁ@h not to a §fatﬁstica1]y significant

3

‘Tevel, that thgz perceiXi\;uthority figures to expect them to teach feading;
to a'greateg degf@é«&&an he other groups. 'They were fo]]owgﬁxgz\reading
teachers, math/science, and all other-groups. gOn Factor 2, proximity, the ‘

other content area group, ‘produced the highest\ mean (4.1171). Sjnce this

»

group ‘scored the lowest on the firsf two knowledge facfons, perhaps this

-

,.fee]ing about authority-figures is likely to produce anxiety about per-

ceived responsibilities that they know little about: They were followed by

3

reading teachers, language arts/social sthdies, and math/science.

c———— e $ Ay e A .

»  For the investigators, wha are all, invqlved in inservice and preser-

’

.vice teacher training, Tlow mean scores: off <these items were rather

4

-

- >




. disheartening}\\ Unsolicited comments revealed that some of the teaqhers
»feeT that methods and content professors _ neither know nor. care what occurs

at their.levels.
T _ .
. . \ ' . oo

Knowledge of Reading Skills Instruction

‘Not surprisingTy, the results from the first twd knowledge factors \
showed s1gn1f1cant d1fferences between reading teachers and‘each‘gﬁ* the
‘other groups °(see TabTe 13) The read1ng teachers, of course, scored

the highest means (3 5833 and 4 1711 for factors 1 and 2, respect1veTy)
- On both factors, the other groups were ranked in descend1ng order: Tanguage
arts/%oc1aT stud1es, math/scnence, and all ether groups On Scheffe's
;‘ test, a more compTvcated set of compar1sons resulted. The readfng teachers
scored signiticantTy higher.than each'other group on the first knowTe&ge
- factor. The language arts/sociaT studies'teachers then, scored signifi-’
. cantly Tower than the read1ng t\aqhers, but. s1gn1f1cant1y higher than the
other two - groups On the seequ knowTedge factor, the reading teachers
differed s1gn1f1cantTy from math/sc1ence\and "aTT other" content areas, but

not fronm Tanguage arts/soc1aT stud1es.teachers.. This Tatter group scored

significantly higher than teachers in all other conteut areas. .

¢ F , [

For the concept development factor, however no significant differences

mr————— A om we

were found between read1ng teachers and the other groups (see Table 14).

)

.

Ba51caTTy, the teachers in the sample were reTat1veTy unfam1TTar with these
models, at -least by name.e The questions do not, of ~eeyrse, tap working

-
\
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use. ~ s -

knowledge of such instructional strategies for which the teachers'm/'igh_t not

4 - %

have a label, but for which the concept maj; be clear 'enough for them tb

-
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h - Reading—in—the—Content-Areas
- 17 ’
" \\ | ’
L : Tab]%,w _—
’ . Knowledge: Fagtors 1 and 2 : 4 ,
- Factor 2 .
Group - Mean p **
4 Reading - - § 4.1711 -
1 Language Arts/Social Studies ° 82.5600 .000* - 3.6708 000* * -
2 . Math/Science ‘ ‘ gg.zm .000* 3.4793 000*
, 3 A1l Others . $92.0257 .000* 3.3012  Jooo*
735 ¢
* Significant; p < .05 g ‘.
/ ** Separate variance used insgead of pooled variance
======"—'===="—"'—';:;"—'::::::"—'::::::::;;i::=======================================
# Table 14
Activity -EB: Concept Development
» }\ . .
Group ‘U Mean p
. 7/-7}[ o R
4 Redding ’ 2.4844 --
1 Language ®rts/Social Studies 2.4193 .827
- 2 Math/Science ‘ ' 1.9900 .109
3 A1l Others , 2.0084 .110
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